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THE SITUATIONAL INTERIMEW:
EXAMINNG W1lUT EMPLE SAY VIFRSUS WHAT THEY DO IVERiSUS WHAT TVSY 4AVE DONE

Abstract

Twa studies were coadua~ed to i s the v--hdity of th3 iu~i.~

interview. In tha first zl,:Ay a corncurreint validit: .~~y :.ee iat

there is a covreli-i betweer. Qbat iaopla in au initeeviaIJ setIts.; say

they dc on the Job~ vd wh~t they ac ;vmlly do ou tle j "s r-i- ed tq

bath peern and suviiSO.. Eu-theore, a uiw~atio&.it 4,.pproWt ri.o later-

vieuring appcarc tr,. ~U i. ski,..; pwople .i~.quu-tions 44jut -.1w.ir

Parr *.4,4 .;Coad sttly n3ed a C ic~~ va'.idv.1 to

test then' theoretical pr~exi- of th z-.ituati,;.il naau.L,, thatinte~ion prei.-- _or
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THE SITUATIONAL INTERVIEW:

HEIINC W9AT PEOPLE SAY VERSUS WHAT THEY DO VERSUS WHAT THEY HAVE DONE

One of the oast frequently documented failures in the Industri.al-

organizational psycholoCy literature is the inability of the selection inter-

view to identify who is likely co perform a job in a satisfactory manner

(Yhyfield, 1964; Ulrich C Tru-bo, 66; Vagner, 1949). Much rese'arch time

and effort was expen.ded In the 196C's ana early 1970's docunient'r- -,hy the

intervitw. yields di-appointing results as a selection device (e.g., IEakel,

Dobmeyer & bunnette, 1970; Webster, 1954; Wahley, Yuk., Kovacs & Sanders,

1972).

Little -esaarch, however, has been dxte recently to itzove the validity

of the selection Interview (Tenopyr & Oeltjen, 1982). One early study vhich

did demonstrate the effectiveness of an intcrview procedure was couducted by

Chiselli (1966). This procedure involved acking interviewees specific quas-

tione about their past experiences. Using this method, Chiselli was able to

predict successfully the job tenure of stock brokers (r - .35).

Ghisclli's procedure ,as -,s follow-': The interviewar was i,:cra no

Information about -. I "t~r'iewee e ,cept the person's name and tir branch

office ior which the applicant was being considered as an omp:oyee. Each

intarvlewoc was askpd what he or she had done (e.g., what coll,-;e hrtd been

attended), why it had been done (e.g., why a p'rticular branch of the mili-

tary h d ba-n ch.-en), what duties t-.c p.raon had perforned in various jobs,

and how well the person had performed thew.. Finally, the applicants were

asked why they wanted to become a stockbroker, what they thought about the
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job, anJ what they thought they would derive from it.

It should be noted that questions of a personal nature were not asked.

If an interviewee volunteered information of a personal nature (e.g., rela-

tionships with parents or spouse, religious aud political preferences,

cbildhood experiences) the individual was told that the Information was not V
pertinent to the interview.

In summary, Chisclli's procedure i3 a method for collecting informatc.

about a person's past euveriences to predict the person's work behaviir.

Thu nr.ly "Irferential luxurv" hci allo'e" bitielf was based on his estirate

of what eaz:h person kne:w oi the job opening. He hypothesized correctly that

people who know wha: they are "Setting into" are more likely to be more

successful than ptcple who lack this knowledge.

In a ce.prchensive reviay of the literature, Tenopyr and Oeltjen (1982)

fotud that one of the few Interview procedures other than Ghiselli's that

succeszfully predicts perf-rrmance is the situational interview (Latham, Saari,

Purcell i Cai.cn, 1980). W hereas Ghiselli's method is based on a fundamental

axiom of psychology, naziely, that past tehavior& are anong the best predictor-t

of future behaviors, the situational interview is based on the premise that

a perion's behav-or is related to t:is cr liar present goals or intentions.

The two procedures are similar in that a person's past ewpariences

undoubtedly affect responset to Interview questions rcardless of the format.

In both procedures questions of a personal nature are avoided. Finally, both

procedures Incorporate Implicitly the importance of a realistic job previ-v

(Wanous, 1980). GChiselli's procedure ascertains the extent to which an

applicant ha~n acquire-1 knowledge of the job prior to the IntervJav; Latham
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et al.'s procedure provides this information to the interviewee through the

questions thcselves. That is, the questions are derived from a systeratic

job analysis, namely, the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954). The

questions are based directly on imcidents or situations that were identified

in the Job analysis. The applicant is told that the situations are those

that a job incumbent could expect to encounter frequently. The fello ing

two incidents should illustrate this point.

(1) Near the end of your shift you are noving through the plant to clean

an area your supervisor has told you is badly in need of clea:Alng

before you lenve. As you go by, another E.loyee calls to you, and

says he needs htl? -ettir.g the production equipment in operation.

This will not leave you enough time to finish your work. What would

you do?

(2) One afternoon ycu a:e ucrking cn a procct for the office n.;nager that

needs to be finished by quitting time. The Region Vice President, for

whom you also do york, comr.s to you at 4:30 p.m. and bands you a hand-

vitnte. ie'tcr that be wantn you to type and get out in the mail as

SOo. 83 PCs3bla. If you typp this letter you vill not be able to

meet your de.llicno c. the project. What would you do?

Th,, situation3l Interview differs from that used by Ghis,Y:li in that

rather than focusing on an applicant's past behavior, the focus is on the

applicant's present ZoAls or intentions. The applicant is asked, "What

would you do if ...7" or "Hour would you deal with this situation?" Another

characteristic of the situational interviev is that a scoring key is devel-

oped to illustrate cr hcnch m-ark 1 (poor), 3 (average), and 5 (excellent)

answers. The benci m.rkr. are vric:cn in terms of observable behavioral
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responses (e.g., 1 - "I'd stay home," 3 - "I'd phone my supervisor," 5 -

"I'd come to work"). Thus int,.robserver reliability is facilitated.

Gbiselli hImself was the interviev, r using his procedure. Thus, the inter- 4

observer reliability of his procedurc Is not known.

An advantage of Chiselli'c procedure is that the information elicited

from interviewees has the potential for being verified by former employers

who are willing to answer s:raightforward job-related question,. This is a

disadvantage of t..e ritua_-!nal interview. This problen is offset by the

fact that the questions are presu'.3bly sufficiently complex (as in a case

study) tbat "Scod" answers ar not intuitively obvious. As a result the per-

son beino Interviwel stL-en bls/her actual Intentions. This assunptlon Is

stIP70-ted b,, three picvi&us qtud- (Lazlham et al., 1980) where s.gnificane

crr~s&-.i.s :ere obta::cxd bet.,eer. responses obtaineo to intervic,,i questions

and behavioi on te job. if the "correct answers" to the questiuns were

transparent to the inter-ewees, it is likely chat a restriction in range

in respcr, s..s to h rusu-Jtos would have precluded correlations that were

. irnificant. Ever: interviewee would have made similar, if not identical,

respu:.s s to the queriions.

A potential problen with Ghi.elli's approach is th3at it me:.' tend to

discriminate against p.ople who have not been given the oportunity to engage

in certain bela:-iors in the p it. This is less of a problem with the ritua-

tienal Interview *vecaur.- of its fo!-us solely on goals or intention.. The

problem remains onl7 to ths extent that one's past experiences are so impov-

erished that the i:,terviewee has no way of knowing how he or she might behave

under different conditions.
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In s-r-nary, it would arpear an iLaterview procedure Identifying either

a person's past behaviors or behavicral intentions can be a successful

strategy for selection. The purpose of this paper is to report the results

of two stadieL, each with a different objective.

The purpose of the first study Is applied in nature. Here it was hypo-

thesized chat what people st.ate they do in an Interview setting correlates

with what they actually do on the job as reported by suparvisors and peers.

In additcn, the advantage of asking what people do Taoher than vnar theyhave

done was compared.

Th2 ol,4ecriva of the second study was to respond to thi request of

Acnopyr ani G(itie.. (191,2) f-. r r,.pllcation of Study 3 by Lathan et Zl.

(1950). Th4az ..tud,7 u. ed a pre'ictive validity design to show that a person's

intei-tloris or roals e '.pressed in :4n ikiterview setrLing correlate with subse-

client behavihr or the Jcb.

S'LtY 1

Method

Su, Ject.q

All 29 office clerical personnel in a regional office of a major wood

products copany ra'ticipated in thL- study. All were feueles who had worked

for the co-iany an average of 6 years (SD - 4.4). The primary duties of

th*$e people includu typing, filing, and responding to in-coming telephone

calls.
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Procedure

The study involved three major steps: (1) the development of a rer-

formance appraisal instrument; (2) the development of a selection interview

consisting of 20 situational questions plus the 5 questions used by Chiselli

(1966); and (3) a concurrent validation strategy conducted by correlatirtg

Interviewees' responses with su.erz-;4sory, peer, and self assessments of per-

formance on the job.

The perfo-rance appraisal instrument was developi roo a syster.atic

job analysis: r.x;k l,, the crit..cal incident technique n.agan, 1954',.

Fifteen job lncuvbenrs and four supervisors were inteL .ed to obtain the

critical inL-id3l ts whict were then categorized by the authors into be;avioral

observation scalc. (EBQS; Latham & 'exley, 1981). The BOS defined nine job

dimenslcnr: (e.f., techaicnl sklls; interpersonal skills; initiahive/motiva-

tion). Each sc:.e or dimens.on ccntained 5 to 14 behavioral items (e.g., can

type 50-60 words per minute; fecuses on problems rather than personalities;

neets deadlintr vith no prc.pting). A 5-point Likert-type scale (Almost

Never - Aik.o,;t ,-':y s) appeared besi:de each behavioral item. Advantages cf

BOS as an Alpra±sal tool hav., iecti described in cistail ollsewhere (Latham L

Wexley, 1361).

The situaticn-tal interview .eveloped by d-riving 20 questions from

the critical incidents obtained in the job analysis. For exrmple, the follow-

ing question was 4ev 1.oped from an incident that had been categorized under

the dimension "Inti.tive/Hotlvation":

"For the past wcek y.u have been consistently getting the jobs

that are the most time c-ansgting (e.g., poor handwriting, complex

statistical work). You know it's nobody's fault because you have
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been simply taking the jobs in priority order. You have just

picked up your fourth job of the day and it's another loser.

Miat would you do?"

In addition to the 20 situational questions, the 5 questions developed

by Ghiselli (1966) were included in the situational interview. The 5 Ghiselli

questions are listed below:

(1) What have you done in the past in terms of experience und/or formal

trai.inz that is relevant to this job?

(2) Why did you do it?

(3) W-1hat were your activities?

(4) How well did you do it?

(5) UThy did you want this job?

For etch of the 25 interview questions (20 situational, 5 Chiselli), stan-

dardized bench-marked answers (1 - poor, 3 - avera-e, S - excellent) were devel-

oped by the supervisors of the office clerical employees This was done to

facilitate objective scoring of the responses by the present authors who had

been a-kc3 by the comJp.ny o conduct the interviews. For exar.le, che bench

mr.rk answers for th. prceding situational irntervicw question are: I - Thu=-s

throug ! the pllc ant ta,.e anoth,r job; 3 - Com-plain to the coordinator, but do

the job; 5 = Take the job w-ithout ccnmplaining and do it. Also, as an example,

the benchmatks for the Chise]li question, "What have you done in tho past in

terms of e-.pcrience and/or formal training that is relevant to this job?" are:

1 * Not much, but er.joy working with people: 3 * Work experience only, or

education only; 5 - For-ul training beyond high school and relevant work exper-

ience.
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100

Following the development of the selection interview, each of the 29

office clericLi people was interviewed by one of the authors. The responses

were correlated with the BOS completed by supervisors, peers, and the job

incurbents themselves.

For each of the 29 employees, the BOS were completed by (1) her super-

v1por, (2) 3 to 5 peers, and (3) the ezr-loyee herself. Supervisory aopraisals

were collected because this is the normative practice in this orcanization.

Peer appralsal-. were collocred because they can provide a stable valid measure

relative]' free of the biases and idiosyncrasies of a single rater (Latham &

Wexley, 1981).

Self appraisals werz colleztcd deepite the fact that such appraisals

may lead to inflated ratings. However, no studies have used self ratings

with LOS. Downs, sarr nnd Colbeck (1978) found that when the self appraisal

"is confin'-d to eseentially behavioural tests which take place ,rithin the

visual field of the tcstee ..., i.e., the testee is visually able to observe

her c.-'n performance" (Douns et al., 1978, p. 276), self appraisals can be

valid.

The self and peer ratingq were obtained in meetings with Croups of 9 to

12 office staff persrnnel. They rated themselves and 3 to 5 co-workers whose

names appeared on a list given to each individual. Me peer ratlng lists

were compiled by randomly selecting individuals who had frequent job contact

with one another.

The supervisory ratings were made by each persen's immediate supervisor

at the same time that the self and peer ratings were being obtained. In

total, there were four supervisors who made the ratings. Everyone (super-

visors, job Incurbents) received a training course (L,.ham, Wexley & Pursell,
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1973; Pursiil Dcossett :. Athar., 1960) to help thcm mInimze naI'.ig rating

errors when evaIuatii. others. The evaluations were made at appro::imtely

the r-ze time the itnterview: were conduacted. Nio one had any kncrv ere of

the scores these pizople obta~ined iu their Iikcorview when completing the

A concurrent validity wdol w~as used for four reasons. First, a pre-

dictive validity model was not possible due to the sz.a~l number of job open-

Irngs that occur in~ this orgcni'at~on on a yetrrly basi. Secon~d, the A--1ericaa

~'a:'~iloix- L~ivision of C rs-.ra~t~. 'by

(1d1 ~f-.: Procedires staite explicitly Oms concurrent

st~udies pc.-idc usef L e:.tmareg of validity. Barrett, Phillips L.id tlerrn-

dier (1?b8l) hroc s*-own tbeat n~ot or2-'y tos the conctiptua± distinction betwcen

predi;.-tive ar e.~nzurrent validity been exapgerated, but more im-ozrantly,

IlLhd c~fferenczr Lh r-,v l ha,; never been sboun to rcnder co~ncurrent

v&G0itv irzac:r-!uas a.. c:t1i-ite of predi-.-ive vaUdlty... thes? differ-

erces, if pre:-ent, -t-av a r-inlrw-l Iiqract on the wagnitude of an obtained

vslid~t7 ceffirl.-it" (!Lrri'tt t*t el.. 19di1, p. 1). Although Barrett's w~ork

wa's r~stricteS to cov -irivc, tctr w~revious uork using~ the SitUaional ir-ter-

vic-, showcd that partialling out expscrience did not z~lect tize magnitude of

the corrc1atncoa --cfe:tc~et (Larha Ot 31.. 1980). Finally, awl! wzo~t

irmportartr1::, this otu-y us ap-Ilied in nature. We were not intorested in

ushj~,vt!Ce:; C 5vaalir-Y, neAL~ly. that incenri-ns affect behavicr.

The so".. pvrpcl-; clf thils siudy u-iu vo deterimIne whather a rclat conz.hip exist!'

bctveen 'htis qad -~n azn tvr~an-4. whit Is dcne on thi.: job. Such a

rel- ic:ship, Vi~ t. cyJsts, wJould be of major im~portance to c:porsret:3ard-

1o~s& of ~ ci~sof causlVty. In this respect the Btuiv is interactional
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In nature (Tcrbori'. 1931) In that it tecognizcs that behavior is the func-

tion of a continuous proc,!ss of the mniltidirectional interaction bervaen

the individual and £:he situation encountered.

Resul ts

Tine rtean:, P-caddard de~viations, and internal consistencies of the

Ghiselli questions, situational interview and 305 completed by superviso'rs,

pec~ and*ob inct.bents are shown in Table 1.. The intercorrclatio.s anani,

the~ rater -'~~are s! v-r: in abc2. The supenrory au. pcer ra-i:-.;s

correlated ni:tywith one another.

Ins5ert Tabl~es 1 and 2 about here.

The correlation betwe -n thie Chiseili items arid the situa~tional. interview

was .15 (s).The cczrrelation betwe ,n each in~terview procedure and tr e EQS

is shown in Table' 3. :.J,.ong with ?Iultipltt R values. Only the situational.

intervi-'w c:-elztej signliCiw.tiy :ihsupervi1sory, peer, :-d self ratings

of job ;pcrfcrmnanC'. ei''s Trccedure c'rrelat--d significantly on~ly with

sclK itnps cC rt~fri.ce. When jot- exnerience was part,61lea out, none

0&te et~n l .Zr:' sfinfi-cantly.

Irjser. T.bkz 3 abcut here.

In ozlder to~ furtCir exam.ne th.e r~lative contributions of the situa-

tional incer.irw : a Ube Chisellf questions, multiple regression equations

were calcujatLcd *ssiatr a hierarchical method. When the situatisr-al interview

responseb were entered first into a multiple regression equatiou, followed

by the r, spons.s to Clhiselli's questions, the amount of variance accounted

for in each of thc de~pendent variablts (supervisory, peer. and self ratings)

did not incroase significantly over that accounted for by the situational

initerview alone. Hovaver, whecn the reverse was done, the Increaise in the

amount of variance accounted for by the situationil interview wau Vignifi-
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cant (P < .05) for each of the dependent variables.

Discussion

The signiflcaa.ce of this study is threefold. First, the results of

the situational Interview show that there is a relationship between goals or

intentions expressed in an Intervxew and behavior on the Job. T;iet goals

correlate with bznavi.r is oviong the mno.t robust findings in the i's-:cholog-

ice: JiteraturL on ;'ti,".t,- (a.nc-e, Shaw, Saari I Latham, 1931). This Is

the fourth tirt: thir indinEj has been four.d to be applicable to the ..1c-

tion literature. Latham et al. (19V') found support for Intentions corres-

prnditr tn behavior v.th two Xrc.;s of entry level employeer as wCll as

first-I.in% supLrviso: . ..:,b exrer-ence was not foure- to modera.e this rela-

tionship. The prese t study '.,As repiicated these findings with clerical

employees.

Second, significant correlations with performance measures were obtained

in this and the three previous interview studies (Lathan et al., 1980)

de3pitc the use zf - somnle sizes (i.e., 49, 63, 56, and 29, vespectively).

vie b;i-i.ve t,-at cL..e outc:'...: occurrcd ty adhuring to Wt2rnir nt in.1 Ccnp-

bell's (1968) -:ea to dcvclop predictors that cra not only realistic samples

of beh-vtor, but ar:, r. .mi ar to the criteria as possible. In these

studies the per'rmance criteria consist of observable behaviors derived

from a jolb &a . f.a R. The intervicw questions are derived from the same job

analysis. The interview questions tap behavioral intention.

Third, and tb najor finding of the study, was that the situational

inter iew -ws fou.d to "ettvr correepord to job performance than Chisclli's



interview which assesses pasL exper.erces. This is encouTaging from the

stanr, oint of affIrmitive acticn pvlJrcs whereby an ephasis on a person's

psac could lead to selectio:. decisiors chat adversely i-p3ct certain groups

of people. Previous stueie.q have shown that the situational Interview can

prcdict the job perfornnce -f both females and blacks (Latha. et n1-.

1980).

!'TUDY 2

A 1 i at on '..-, I an rwo of the thre o-;tuies that ;P,'aCf.-Ccd "t

(Latham, et al., l5?-) is tL.e 1-se of a conc-urrent validit y dEcign. The

dczign precludes assuixopt, re --J.! unrdirectional causality. The

theoretical rationile r- the situat'n'Al interoiew is that a person's oa. s

or intentions prvdict :ubW.1uc:nt behavior on the job. Thus from a theoreti-

cal stsndpoint, a ptedlxt:'vc vatiity strategy must be vsed. O:1y one of the

three studies conducted pr'violRI-v by U.thu, ct al. used a predictive valid- L
Ity design, cod th3t, tecause o:f its small sample size. needs replica io:;

(Tenoyr fOc t ,...., 192: .

A potcntial li-iti-li.n of the first srt. y reported here Is the poto.-

tial problea ol lil c.5 mncee c.-among the varictu; sources of data and

instr:,cnr l,..- ., Jcb i:.umbnts were the source of critical incl-

denct, r or r-t*i:'s an. s,.Jf rt'ings ar well as statemints of behaviorsl

Intentions.

From a rational atadpnoint this il3ue was not a problem. No morc than

five ir.idents woret (ol-actci from one Ir,vidual, It Is unlikely that thoze

five incden.a would prc-v'ie a Cc.ipr.-,1n~kw v! ds:ription of the behavioral

docain of this ont i fividual. The sppr;iysl instrument was based on a

.... ............. ..
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copc3ite of the collected Incidents. Nevertheless, a predictive validity

study would provide empirical data regarding both Issues: causality and

independence of measures. Thus the following study was conducted.

Method

Sample

FEntrL, level utility people (n - 349) were recruited for work in a news-

print m.ill. The mill was being started up for tte first time. T.e appli-

cants were recruited from across the United States. Of the 349 people inter-

viewei, 157 were hire. 1he mean age of the two groups was 29.76 (SI) 

7.56) and 28.51 (SD - 6.82), respectivcly.

Procedure

Hiring decisions were ba ,ed primarily on recommendations and the mill

manager's knowledge of the applicant's reputation in the industry. Thus an

opportunity was available to conduct a predictive validity study using the

situational interview.

The interview and bench marks were developed by the company's personnel

department and llr:.:, superintendents independently of the authors. The Inter-

view .o,!±sted of 21 questions. The interview was conducted by two to three

people (at least orm superintendeut and one person from personnel). The

interview answers were scored independently by the interviewers. Upon com-

plating the scoring, discussion wts held uatil consensus was reached cn an

overall score for the applicant.

Three years later, the present authors were asked to develep BOS for

appraisal purposes. The five job dimensions were safety, work habits, job
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knowledge and ability, interactions with peers, and interactions with

supervisor.

First line supervisors received training (Latha et al., 1975; Pursell

et al., 1980) on ubjectivity/accuracy in making appraisals. None of these

people, including the authors, had knowledge of a job incumbent's score on

the situational interview thkree years Perlier. The first line supervisors

completed the BOS on the utility people.

Results

I.
Tabje 4 shows the itirernal consistency and the Intercorrelations among

the BOS measures. Table 5 shows the mean DOS scores using a 0 - 4 point

scale. The applicants (n - 349) performed no differently on the situational

interview (X - 80.02, SD - 12.17) than did the people who were subsequently

hired (n - 157, X - 81.25, 5D - 12.56).

lniert Tables I. and 5 about here.

The correlation berween perforance in the interview and subsequent

performance on the job was signifIcant (p < .05) as assessed by the composite

SOS (r - .14).

Discussion

This study is the fifth in a series of investigations to determine

whether there is a re.ationsbip between what is said in the interview and

what is done on the 3ob. Twc studies Including the present one have shown

that intentions affect behavior. This is not to deny that subsequent behav-

ior can and will affect future intentions, It simply shows that present

intentions do in fact predict cubsequent behavior. Thus study 3 of Latham

at al. (1980) has been replicated.
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A factor unique to the fifth study is that the situational interview

was developed and conducted Independently of the authors by the sponsoring

company. That the correlation is primarily of theoretical slpificance

only Is a function of the higb quality workforce. Consequently there was

a severe restriction of range in the performance appraisal scores. This is

because an attempt had becn made to identify, on the basis of reputation in

the ndustry, the very best people and then to recruit them. That tht

effort was successful is evident by the nmber of people who havc been

terminated -- two.
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TABLE 1

)ahLS, Standard Deviatio=7, and Internal Consistencies
of Ghiselli Interview, Situational Interview

and Perfor:mance Measures
(N - 29)

'Reliability
Standard (Cronbach's

Zz: n Deviation alphp)_

Ghiselli interview 19.27 3.48 .55

Situational !nterview 72.89 9.11 .73

Supervisor ritings 253.6 28.59 .96

Peer ratings 256.40 25.03 .96

Self ratings 266.18 15.07 .88

Ii



TABLE 2

Intercorrelations of Supervisor, Peer and Self Ratings
Using Behavioral Observation Scales

* 29)

Self Supervisor

' -4.r : i.r .29 ---

Fer .12 ./.2"
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TABLE 3

Validity of Situational Interview Versus Ghiselli Items
with Supervisor, Self, and Peer Ratings

(N 29)

Sure rvisur Peer Self

Situational "Interview .39* .42* .50**

ghiselli Ite.--s .14 .15 .40*

MultipX. .40 .43 .60**

• p < .05

* <
• p .01
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TABLE 4

The Internal Consistency of the Performce (DOS) Measures

Reliability Intercorrelations

Category (alpha) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Safety .84

2. Work habits .89 .61

3. Job knowledge and ability .84 .58 .61

4. Interactions with peers .91 .50 .69 .45

5.Interactions with supervisor .82 .53 .77 .66 .66

6. Composite .86 .73 .88 .79 .81 .91
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VTA.LE 5

Criterion ZSuttistics for BOS Group

C . r IC, n_, n

Ie 1 Sat t., 3.56 .30 i6;

,OS 2 Work 1Hits 3.60 .36 167

BOS 3 Job K-,wledge 3.39 .49 167

BOS 4 Peer Interactions 3.50 .54 167

BOS 5 int?r~ctic; jti Supervisoz 3.22 .66 166

BcO: C: Cc.positc 3.46 .40 167

.... I ....... ,.,. " ... .. -- -"/"". . . ........ . . . . . . . . ,._ _. . ,.a
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